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IN THE U. S. PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

Before the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences 

Appellant: Jeongmin MOON Conf. No.: 1734 

Serial No.: 09/589,881 Group: 2871 

Filed: June 9, 2000 Examiner: H. NGUYEN 

For: REFLECTIVE LIQUID CRYSTAL DISPLAY DEVICE HAVING AN 

AUXILIARY LIGHT SOURCE DEVICE 

REPLY BRIEF TO EXAMINER'S SUPPLEMENTAL ANSWER 
MS REPLY BRIEF - PATENT 

Commissioner for Patents DATE: August 14, 2006 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 223 13-1450 

Sir: 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §41.41, this is a Reply to the Examiner's 
Supplemental Answer dated June 14, 2006. Applicant filed an Appeal Brief on 
June 1, 2005 to appeal the action of the Examiner dated September 23, 2004, 
finally rejecting claims 1-4, 6-11, 14-21, 23 and 24. Claims 1, 10, 11 and 21 
are independent. The Examiner provided an Examiner's Answer dated August 
9, 2005 and Applicant submitted a Reply Brief on October 11, 2005. 
Subsequently, the Examiner provided a Supplemental Examiner's Answer on 
June 14, 2006. 



Appl. No. 09/589,881 
Reply Brief to Examiner's Supplemental Answer 

Claims 1-4, 6-11, 14-21, 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Shinji et al. (U.S. Patent 6,259,854). Claim 10 is 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Funamoto et al. (EP 
08 878 720). Applicant maintains all arguments previously made. 

In addition Applicant emphasizes the following. Independent claim 1 is 
directed toward a light source device for a reflective LCD device. The light 
source device includes a light directing member whose lower surface includes a 
plurality of convex portions. Claim 1 recites a feature that when an angle 
between the lower surface and a surface connecting the planar surface of the 
convex portion is about 90°, the light reflected along an orthogonal direction to 
the liquid crystal display device is uniform. 

The Examiner alleges that the above-recited feature is disclosed or 
inherent in Shinji. Figure 5 of Shinji illustrates a light guide with a trapezoid 
shaped protrusion ABCD, which the Examiner interprets to be equivalent to 
the convex portion as recited. Shinji discusses the characteristics of the 
luminance distribution and the angles of the trapezoidal surfaces of the 
protrusions. Angle 8 in Figure 5 of Shinji is the complement of the angle 
described in claim 1. Thus, the angle 8 should be near 0° when the claimed 
angle is about 90°. As noted in the Appeal Brief, Applicants agree that having 
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Reply Brief to Examiner's Supplemental Answer 

the angle 6 between 0 and 2° is within the scope of the claimed angle being 
about 90°. 

The Examiner acknowledges that Shinji is silent regarding whether any 
light from the light source 1 directed toward the reflecting plate 4 (see Figure 3) 
is orthogonal to the liquid crystal display when the angle 8 is between 0 and 2°, 
but alleges this feature is inherent. However, even if the inherency is assumed, 
Shinji still fails to anticipate claim 1. 

More specifically, the claim requires the light reflected along the 
orthogonal direction to be uniform when the angle between the lower surface 
and the surface connecting the planar surface is about 90°. For Shinji to 
anticipate this feature, the Examiner must demonstrate that when the angle 8 
is between 0° and 2°, the light is uniform. 

However, Shinji specifically discloses that luminance is not uniform 
when the angle 6 is near 0°, Shinji states, "A protruding resist pattern which 
has a slope angle 8<3° ... was obtained ... When the distribution of luminance 
was measured, its uniformity ratio of illuminance was bad ..." See Shinji, 
column 1 1, lines 54-67. This is completely contrary to the feature as recited in 
claim 1. 
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Independent claims 11 and 21 recite similar features as claim 1. It is 
clear that Shinji cannot anticipate claims 1, 11 and 21 and the claims 
dependent thereon. 

In view of the above, Applicants submit that the final rejection by the 
Examiner is incorrect. Accordingly, Applicants request that the Examiner be 



reversed and that the application be allowed. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, 
and future replies, to charge any payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account No. 02-2448. This authorization applies to any additional fees required 
under 37 CFR §1.16 and 37 CFR §1.17 and in particular to fees for an 
extension of time. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BIRCH, STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 




Esther H. Chong 
Reg. No. 40,953 



P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, VA 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
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